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T Jerry Van Fossern FROM: Helene Ann Diller
Deputy Project Director Adminisfrative Assistant
U § Department of Energy | Weldon Spring Cilizens
7295 Hwy. 94 South Commission
St. Charles, MO 63304 100 North Third Streef -
Room 107
St. Charles, Mo, 63301
Fhona 374-441-5978 X-T002
Fax Phone 314-447-0863 Phone 314.949-7545
Fax Phone 3714-349-7532
cCr Karen Reed
Famela Thompson
sieve Mo Cracksn
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Dear Jarry,

Enclesed please find copy of Weldon Spring Citizens Commission jetter regarding the EE/CA,
on the Southeast Drainage (8/96).

Aformal copy s on the way in the mail today.

Please let me know i you do not receive the letter in the mail on Monday, 9/23.

Have a great wesk-aend.

o Y

Helene A. Diller
@

020086
sgp 20 1996
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Weidon Springs Citizenn Commission
103 N Third Street
) : §t, Charkes, MO, 63301

September 17, 1996

Mr. Jerry Van Fossen

US. Department of Energy
7295 Highway %4 South

St Charlas, MO 6334

Daar Mr. Van Fossen,

This letter 15 to serve as public comment from the Weldon Springs Citizen
Comumission and addresses the proposed removal action at the Southeast drainage
described in the most recent Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis ( EEfCA 8/96).

- Onr preference for the alternative removal plan 2.1 detailed in the 8,96 EE/CA was

. conveyed fo you in an eaxlier correspondence (GAH to JVF 7/11/96), Stnce then,
Commission members have had further discusslens with Federal and State regulatory
representatives and allowed these parties to clarify their respective positions ko the
alternative proposals pait forth in the latest FE/ CA decument. The Commission’s
position has not changed, and we rermain convinced that the measures deteiled in
alternative 2.1 provide the best balance of public health and environmental protection
considerations. Quy reasons for this position are detailed below.

Fizst, there appears to be disagresment om the issue of the fature land use of the
properiy in question. This is g critical point since it provides the basis for subsequent
risk medeling to estimate acceptable risk based clesnup levels. The EPA and Missouri
Department of Conservation tend to arcept that the cuzrent use, recreatiomal, provides a
resscnable anticipated l2nd usa scenario for the foreseeable futre, The Missouri
Department of Natural Resources {MDNR) is concemed that pressure from comtinued
urban development tn the county will eventually result in the S.K. drainage property
betng used for residential parposes.
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If the property in question was on private land then the potentin] for residential
development might conceivably pose a future risk management problem. This is not
the case since the State s the SE. drainage property and is under complate control
of its ulttmate fate. meﬂmmumporﬂibhhrmaghﬁglm]&uiﬂmtuthgpubﬁcmd
om do so through administratively controliing the land use. This can be accomplished
through a deed zestriction on the property to ensuze that the land use remains
consistentt with protective sk levels detadled in alternative 2.1,

Second, the MDNR has voiced concern s to the adequacy of the characterization
of condamination on the S.E drainage. Although no specific evidence of this has been
presented to the Commission, it remaing an uncertamty that, we think, must be
considered tn the final cleanup strategy. It is conceivable that unknown amounts of
comtaminafion may have been missed due to factors such as migration. If this
posaibility exists, it would sirengihen the case for restricting the final land, use to
recreational. Why expend additional pblic funds to clearuap a plece of property to
“umreetricted levels” when there remaina doubt as to the quality of the
characterization? It seems that the most reasonable strategy, given this expressed
concem, is to adopt the risk based dearnup levels proposed in alfemnative 2.1, target the
cleanip where it can be accomplished in an ecologically sound manryer, and restrict the
laed wse tor its’ current use.

Third, we would like to express our view that the recreational model {Hunter
scenaria) while theoretically lass conservative than a residential model (child scenario),
1§ in a very practical sense, a vary conservative model when one considers the current
use of this property. The assumpticna on which this model is based already add a
sizable safety margin to the risk levels reported for this model Therefore, we find
arguments regarding deanup levels that are reduced to differences between.
hypothetical cancer risks of 1 in 100,000 and 1 in. 1,000, 000 to be largely academic. The
practica] risks, we believe, are much lower based upon ous understanding of tha
assumptions of the models being used.

The current excess cancer rates as calculated in the Hunter scenaro fndicate that
I its current condition the S.E. drainage shows marginal increased health risks. The
crremit reported risks to hunters or hikers from exposire to contaminated sediment,
chemical carctnogens, and surface water range from 2 in 100,000 to 2 in 10,000,000 (ary
and all segments of the drainage). The Missoari Department of Health recomnmends
&mtalﬁheﬂskﬂfmmrﬁmdlmlmﬂmmmehmmm lin
1,080,000, Thereforg, there 1s at Tsast n theoretical axquument for some form of
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remediation in some segeents of the dranage to reduce the levels of risk to 1 in,
100,000. The proposed altetnative 2.1 meets that risk criterion. '

Fourth, the EPA has expressed “strong misgivings” comoerning the ecological
damage that might occur using cenventional comstructon techniques. Given the
marginzl (Hunter scenagio) risk based argument for remediation within the drainage
and given the cutrent recreaticnal use of the property, we think ecological
<onsiderations should be given equal weight in the cleanup strategy. Within this
context, we are satisfied that the cleamap tedmiques and the overall clesnup strategy
detatled in altemative 2.1 strikes a reasonable balance between lowering potential
health zisks to the public while minimizing environmental damage.

In surmmary, the altemative 2.1 proposed in the 8/96 EE/CA provides a selective
epproach to the removal of contaminated material i all fonr secticms of the drainage
and, will effectively accomplizh the dual objectives of lowering potential health risks to
the public while minimizing environmental damage. We appreciate the opportunity to
offer 2 community perspective this ongoing remediation effort

Sincerely,

s Bt~

A_Hachey
Chadrman

e Karen Read - DOE
Pamela Thempsor, - TOE
Steve McCracken - DOE
Jim Gayr - MDC
Eobeart Geller - MDNE
John Young - MIYNE
Lamy Etickson - MDMNR
Martha Windsor - MIDNRE
Dan Wall - EPA
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. _ Weldon Spring Citizens Commission
. 100 . Third Street
5t, Charley, MO 63301
July 11, 1356
Mr. Jerry Van Fozsen
Department of Ensrgy
7235 Highway 94 South
81 Charles, MO £3304
Diezy ey,

Upon 2 thoughtfizl review of the latest draft of the ECCA document (5/96) regardmg the proposed removzl
actlon st the southeast drainage, the commixjon has concluded that the measures detailed in subatienative
2.1 provide the best balance of public health and snvironmental protesion considerations. We agres that 2
selective approach to the removal of conteminated marerial in all four sections of the drainape using
existing cleared right-of-way routes will effectively ascomplish the dual obiectives of lowering potential
heaith risks 1o the public while minimizing epviroamental damage. Fleazs haform our office as to the staios
of the final decision on this removal action a8 soon as practical.

. Sincerely,

ﬂ:}éﬁnR&&d-DﬁE

Parmaela Thorapson - DOE
Comrnission membears
Helens Dhtler

Lary Ericksen - MDMNR
Miortha Windsor - MDNR
Dap Wall - EBA



